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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 25 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 25 is missing a period at the end of the claim. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 6,10,11 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 6 is unclear. It is unclear what is intended to be claimed by the 
phrase "seamless away from edges". Examiner believes Applicant intends to 
claim that the panels of the airbag are not joined except for at the edges, to 
create a single chamber. 

Claim 10 is unclear. In claim 10, line 2, there is claimed "a bottom edge" 
and since this has already been claimed in claim 8, line 9 (at least Examiner 
believes this is the same bottom edge), in claim 10, it should be referred to as 
"said bottom edge". 
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Claims 1 1 and 25 are unclear with respect to the phrase "all volume 
elements are in unrestricted fluid communication". Examiner believes Applicant 
is claiming that the first portion is one chamber with no divisions. 

Claim 25 is unclear. In lines 2 and 3, there is claimed "a generally wedge 

shaped rear aspect ", and since this has already been claimed in claim 24 

(lines 2 and 3), it should be referred to as "said generally wedge shaped rear 
aspect ". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1,5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato et al. (USPUB 2003/0168836). 

Sato discloses a side airbag (1) apparatus (see at least Figs. 21) having 
side aspect including a triangular portion including a rounded corner (near ref. 
numeral 16) disposed toward a front of the airbag when the airbag is deployed. 
The side aspect being "at least partially" defined by a posterior edge, a top edge 
extending forward from the posterior edge, at least a potion of the bottom edge 
extending forward and upward toward the top edge, such that the side aspect 
substantially narrows from a back region to a front region. The triangular portion 
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is defined by the top edge, an axis intersecting the top edge and the bottom edge 
and the axis being perpendicular to the top edge. Examiner points that the "axis" 
may be positioned to intersect the top edge just above ref. num. 127 and 
intersect the bottom edge near ref. "Ph". It is proper to consider this "axis" at any 
location to define what is still reasonably considered a triangular "portion" of the 
side aspect, and the axis is still perpendicular to the top edge. A straight top 
edge is not required to define the axis as perpendicular to the top edge. Due to 
the broad language of "at least a portion" of the bottom edge, the term "generally 
triangular portion", and "at least partially define" the airbag of Sato includes a 
tapering portion (in side view, the forward half of the airbag) that has "a portion" 
of the bottom edge extending forward and upward from the posterior edge. It 
includes a triangular portion (not claimed to be the entire side of the airbag). 
Given this "sub" portion, there is a posterior and forward area of this sub-portion. 
Furthermore, the axis may be drawn at any portion of the airbag and at any angle 
so as to meet the claim limitation and define the triangular "portion". This portion 
is properly considered a "triangular portion including a rounded corner". 
Furthermore, Sato et al. discloses vent hole (22) that is common in an airbag to 
vent the bag during operation. This detail is shown in Fig. 18 and would be 
readily adaptable to any of the embodiment shown by Sato et al. 

Sato shows an inflator cooperating with the airbag to supply gas thereto, 
thereby facilitating deployment of the airbag, and the airbag coupled to the side 
of the seat. Also, as shown in Fig. 21 the airbag is "seamless away from the 
edges" (claim 6) which Examiner interprets to be a single chamber. This enables 



Application/Control Number: 10/710,314 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3616 

"all volume elements" in the first portion" to have unrestricted fluid 
communication. 

The airbag shows what is well known in the airbag art, to provide a 
reinforced region (any area of the airbag such as the central portion/chamber) for 
providing additional strength to the airbag. 

The portion of the bottom edge extending forward and upward is 
connected to the top edge by a radiused corner (near 16). 

With respect to the relation to the fifth percentile female side impact 
anthropometric test dummy, it is Examiner's position that the placement of the 
dummy and the orientation of the limb(s) would be able to have the claimed 
orientation in a certain arrangement or in a particular seat position or collision 
response. 

With respect to the positioning of the airbag and the bottom edge 
extending forward and upward, it is noted that the arrangement of the airbag and 
the relation with respect to being "forward and upward" is dependent on the 
position of the seat back. With a reclined seat back, it may appear that the 
bottom edge does not go forward, but with the seat back in a vertical position, the 
bottom edge would extend in Applicant's claimed direction. 

Claims 2,18,24 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr. et al. 
(USPN 5,439,248). 
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Sato et al. has been discussed in the prior rejection. However, the airbag 
of Sato et al. does not have a wedge shape rear aspect. 

Steffens et al. (as shown in at least Fig. 6) shows a side airbag having a 
generally wedge shaped rear aspect narrowing from an upper region to a lower 
region. This shaped would provide more protection in the upper torso/upper arm 
region of an occupant. The positioning of the airbag of Steffens et al. being in 
the side door would still teach any side (torso) airbag of a similar shape, whether 
the side airbag is mounting to a side door or to the side of the seat. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag of Sato et al. so as to provide a wider 
portion of the airbag towards the upper portion of the airbag and a tapering 
portion towards the lower portion (where impact with the occupant's torso not as 
harsh due to the mass and width of the upper torso) so as to provide a wedge- 
shaped rear aspect as taught by Steffens Jr. et al. so as to provide enhanced 
protection for an occupant seated adjacent the deployed airbag. 

Claims 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Kai et al. (USPN 7,1 08,278). 

Sato et al. has been discussed in the prior rejection. However, the airbag 
of Sato et al. does not have a wedge shape top aspect. 

Kai et al. (as shown in at least Fig. 6) shows a side airbag having a 
generally wedge shaped top aspect narrowing from a posterior region to a front 
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region. This shaped would provide more protection in the upper torso/upper arm 
region of an occupant. 

It is well known in the airbag art to have various shapes for airbags that 
provide protection in a variety of vehicle locations and with respect to parts of a 
vehicle occupant's body as deemed necessary. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag of Sato et al. so as to provide a wider 
portion of the airbag towards the posterior portion of the airbag and a tapering 
portion towards the front portion (where impact with the occupant's torso not as 
harsh due to mass and width of the upper torso) so as to provide a wedge- 
shaped top aspect as taught by Kai et al. so as to provide enhanced protection 
for an occupant seated adjacent the deployed airbag. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Keshavaraj et al. (USPN 
6,344,251). 

Sato et al. has been discussed in a prior rejection. However, Sato et al. 
does not show the airbag comprising a polymeric material of at least 600 denier 
or the inflator configured to inflate the airbag to at least 25 pounds per square 
inch. 

Although Examiner maintains that it is well known in the art to use a 
known fabric of desired strength and an inflator that provides adequate inflation 
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for occupant protection, Examiner is further relying on Keshavaraj et al. for this 
teaching. 

Keshavaraj et al. (see col. 2, lines 45-67) discloses the use of a polymeric 
material having up to 840 denier and compatible with inflation of (col. 1 , lines 50- 
52) pressures as high as 50 psi. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use any known material and inflator characteristics in the 
airbag arrangement of Sato et al. such as one having the parameters and that is 
disclosed by Keshavaraj et al. since providing a strong airbag would be more 
durable and provide enhanced protection for the occupant seated beside the 
airbag. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Harada et al. (USPN 6,543,803). 

Sato et al. has been discussed in the prior rejection, however does not 
show a reinforced region having mounting holes adapted to couple with the 
inflator. 

Harada et al. teaches the basic connection of a reinforced mounting 
portion having mounting holes for attachment to the inflator. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a 
reinforced mounting portion of the airbag of Sato et al. and further having 
mounting holes as shown by Harada et al. so as to provide a strong and simple 
mounting arrangement for the bag to the inflator. 
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Claims 8,10,11 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr. et al. 
(USPN 5,439,248) and further in view of Harada et al. (USPN 6,543,803). 

Sato et al. has been discussed in the prior rejection. However, the airbag 
of Sato et al. does not have a wedge shape rear aspect and second portion 
being "generally rectangular" and contiguous with the first portion. 

Steffens et al., also previously discussed, (as shown in at least Fig. 6) 
shows a side airbag having a generally wedge shaped rear aspect narrowing 
from an upper region to a lower region. This shaped would provide more 
protection in the upper torso/upper arm region of an occupant. 

It is well known in the airbag art to have various shapes for airbags that 
provide protection in a variety of vehicle locations and with respect to parts of a 
vehicle occupant's body as deemed necessary. 

Sato et al. does not show the rear part of the airbag that mounts to the 
inflator as being generally rectangular. Harada et al. teaches the basic 
connection of a generally rectangular rear/second portion of a side airbag, 
wherein the second portion has at least one mounting hole for attachment to the 
inflator. This rectangular portion would partially define the top edge and the 
bottom edge and the upper (top) and lower (bottom) edges of the generally 
rectangular portion are parallel and therefore, a portion of the bottom edge is 
parallel to (a portion) of the top edge. It is considered that any portions of an 
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airbag are contiguous with another, and does not exclude the portions from 
having a "transition portion" connecting the portions. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the airbag of Sato et al. so as to provide a wider 
portion of the airbag towards the upper portion of the airbag and a tapering 
portion towards the lower portion (where impact with the occupant's torso not as 
harsh due to the mass and width of the upper torso) so as to provide a wedge- 
shaped rear aspect as taught by Steffens Jr. et al. so as to provide enhanced 
protection for an occupant seated adjacent the deployed airbag and to further 
include a generally rectangular second portion as shown by Harada et al. and is 
common in the airbag art which would be contiguous with the first portion (of 
Sato et al.) for mounting the rear of the airbag to the inflator. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr.et al. (USPN 5,439,248) 
and Harada et al. (USPN 6,543,803) as applied to claims 8,10,1 1 and 25 above, 
and further in view of Kai et al. (USPN 7,108,278). 

Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. and Harada et al. have been 
discussed in a prior rejection. However, none of the references show a wedge 
shaped top aspect. 

Kai et al. (as shown in at least Fig. 6) shows a side airbag having a 
generally wedge shaped top aspect narrowing from a posterior region to a front 
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region. This shaped would provide more protection in the upper torso/upper arm 
region of an occupant. 

It is well known in the airbag art to have various shapes for airbags that 
provide protection in a variety of vehicle locations and with respect to parts of a 
vehicle occupant's body as deemed necessary. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the airbag of Sato et al. in view of Steffens 
Jr. et al. and Harada et al. to further have a tapered view from the top aspect, 
narrowing from a posterior region to a front region as taught by Kai et al. so as to 
provide enhanced protection for an occupant seated adjacent the deployed 
airbag. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr.et al. (USPN 5,439,248) 
and Harada et al. (USPN 6,543,803) as applied to claims 8,10,1 1 and 25 above, 
and further in view of Keshavaraj et al. (USPN 6,344,251) 

Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. and Harada et al. has been 
discussed in a prior rejection. However, neither Sato et al. nor Steffens Jr. et al. 
or Harada et al. show the airbag comprising a polymeric material of at least 600 
denier or the inflator configured to inflate the airbag to at least 25 pounds per 
square inch. 

Although Examiner maintains that it is well known in the art to use a 
known fabric of desired strength and an inflator that provides adequate inflation 
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for occupant protection, Examiner is further relying on Keshavaraj et al. for this 
teaching. 

Keshavaraj et al. (see col. 2, lines 45-67) discloses the use of a polymeric 
material having up to 840 denier and compatible with inflation of (col. 1 , lines 50- 
52) pressures as high as 50 psi. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use any known material and inflator characteristics in the 
airbag arrangement of Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. and Harada et al. 
such as one having the parameters and that is disclosed by Keshavaraj et al. 
since providing a strong airbag would be more durable and provide enhanced 
protection for the occupant seated beside the airbag. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr. et al. (USPN 5,439,248) 
as applied to claims 2,18,24 and 26-28 above, and further in view of Keshavaraj 
etal. (USPN 6,344,251). 

Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. has been discussed in a prior 
rejection. However, neither Sato et al. nor Steffens Jr. et al. or Harada et al. 
show the airbag comprising a polymeric material of at least 600 denier or the 
inflator configured to inflate the airbag to at least 25 pounds per square inch. 

Although Examiner maintains that it is well known in the art to use a 
known fabric of desired strength and an inflator that provides adequate inflation 
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for occupant protection, Examiner is further relying on Keshavaraj et al. for this 
teaching. 

Keshavaraj et al. (see col. 2, lines 45-67) discloses the use of a polymeric 
material having up to 840 denier and compatible with inflation of (col. 1 , lines 50- 
52) pressures as high as 50 psi. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use any known material and inflator characteristics in the 
airbag arrangement of Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. such as one having 
the parameters and that is disclosed by Keshavaraj et al. since providing a strong 
airbag would be more durable and provide enhanced protection for the occupant 
seated beside the airbag. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sato et al. (USPUB2003/01 68836) in view of Steffens Jr. et al. (USPN 5,439,248) 
as applied to claims 2,18,24 and 26-28 above, and further in view of Kai et al. 
(USPN 7,108,278). 

Sato et al. in view of Steffens Jr. et al. has been discussed in a prior 
rejection. However, neither Sato et al. nor Steffens Jr. et al. show the airbag 
have a wedge shaped top aspect. 

Kai et al. (as shown in at least Fig. 6) shows a side airbag having a 
generally wedge shaped top aspect narrowing from a posterior region to a front 
region. This shaped would provide more protection in the upper torso/upper arm 
region of an occupant. 
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It is well known in the airbag art to have various shapes for airbags that 
provide protection in a variety of vehicle locations and with respect to parts of a 
vehicle occupant's body as deemed necessary. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify the airbag of Sato et al. in view of Steffens 
Jr. et al. to further have a tapered view from the top aspect, narrowing from a 
posterior region to a front region as taught by Kai et al. so as to provide 
enhanced protection for an occupant seated adjacent the deployed airbag. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed October 19, 2009 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

With respect to Applicant's argument that the applied reference to not read 
on the relation to the 5 th percentile female test dummy, Examiner disagrees and 
maintains that based on seat position, dummy position and vehicle/collision 
parameters it would be reasonable for the dummy to be in the claimed orientation 
with respect to the airbag. Also, the relation of the bottom edge with respect to 
extending forward and upward, this would depend on the degree of tilt of the seat 
back and it would possibly to orient the seat back such that the airbag bottom 
edge is in the claimed direction. 

Since Applicant has stated that the invention is a generally triangular 
portion with a rounded corner (which is no longer a triangle), it is Examiner's 
position that a slightly curve top edge (from where the arbitrary axis is positioned 
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to the forward edge) and a slightly rounded bottom corner, it is still reasonably 
considered a generally triangular portion. Examiner makes the next statement to 
explain his position and does not intend to imply that amended language would 
be allowable and should new language be presented in the future, may result in a 
1 12.1st new matter rejection: The current claim language does not require that 
the airbag is only made up of a first and a second portion. For instance, it is not 
required that the bottom edge only extends from the rear portion of the bottom 
edge in an upward and forward direction. The airbag of Sato et al. may have a 
bottom edge that "dips" to a lower point below the rearward portion of the bottom 
edge, but still reads on the claim language since it also extends upward and 
forward from the rear portion of the bottom edge. This interpretation is the basis 
of Examiner's rejections. Essentially to say that an edge extends forward and 
upward, does not prevent an edge that extends downward first and then forward 
and upward (as Sato et al. does) from still reading on the claimed details. 

Again, claiming that the side aspect includes a "generally" triangular 
"portion", does not require that the airbag be exactly triangular in shape (having 
straight line bottom, top and posterior edge), only that a portion of the airbag be 
generally triangular, and when combined with the arbitrary axis that is used to 
define the triangular portion and that the axis can be drawn at any position (and 
still perpendicular to the top edge), it is reasonable to draw an axis in the airbag 
of Sato et al. to define what is reasonably considered and triangular portion and 
meeting Applicant's claimed limitations. Examiner's position is also, that a 
line/axis can be properly considered perpendicular to a slightly curved edge/line. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Sinnhuber et al. (USPN 5,556,128), Brown (USPN 
5,913,536). 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to GEORGE D. SPISICH whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-6676. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday from 8:30 to 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Paul N. Dickson can be reached on (571) 272-7742. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/GDS/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3616 
January 29, 2010 



/Paul N. Dickson/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3616 



